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DETAILED ACTION 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 9/30/2003 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 



Claim Objections 
2. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The recitation of "the pixel map. Over" should be corrected to read as - the pixel 
map over Appropriate correction is required. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, All 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 
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Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

3. Claims 13 & 14 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 4 of U.S. Patent No. 6,661,456. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because claims 13 & 14 of the instant application are broader in every 
aspect than the patent claim 4 and are therefore obvious variants thereof. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 7 & 8 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 & 3 of U.S. Patent No. 6,661,456 
in view of Cok et ai. (US 6,1 04,839). 

Claims 1, 2, 7 & 8 of the instant application are met by the patent claims 1 & 3 in 
every aspect except for the limitations of a user selecting a display of at least a portion 
of the created pixel map. However, it Is well recognized by Cok in Figs. 2A-2C that a 
user can select a display of at least a portion of the created map (Fig. 2B) of defective 
pixels as a region of interest for detail view of the defective region (Fig. 8) so as to 
accurately perform pixel correction (see Cok, col. 4, lines 8-30). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide 
selective display of the pixel map over the image by a user selecting display of at least a 
portion of the created pixel map in view of the teaching of Cok so that the user would be 
able to select and view details of defective region for accurate pixel correction. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Cok 
etal. (US 6,104.839). 



Regarding claim 1 , Cok discloses a method for displaying an image (Figs. 2A-D, 
7 & 8) generated by at least one detector of an imaging unit (image reader 20 shown in 
Fig. 1), the method comprising: 

creating a pixel map (defective pixel map shown in Fig. 2B) identifying locations 
of bad pixels in an array of pixels in the image detected by the at least one detector, the 
bad pixels behaving from a group including pixels (defective pixels) which do not 
respond electrically and pixels which are statistically different from surrounding pixels in 
the array of pixels (see Figs. 2A & 2B; col. 4, lines 5-20, wherein defective pixels are 
presented by black pixels or logic zero while non-defective pixels are represented by 
white pixels or logic one); 
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linking the pixel map to the image (Figs. 2A-2C); and providing for selective 
display of the pixel map over the image by a user selecting a display of at least a portion 
of the created pixel map (see col. 4, lines 21-30). 

Regarding claim 2, Cok also discloses that a graphical overlay with graphical 
symbolic representations of the bad pixels is superimposed on the image as shown in 
Figs. 2A-2C, 7 & 8. 

Regarding claim 6, as shown in Fig. 2C, col. 4, lines 21-30, an area of the image 
can be selected (window 27), wherein the bad pixels are displayed within the selected 
area (also see Fig. 8). 

Regarding claim 7, Cok discloses an apparatus (Fig. 1) for displaying an image 
generated by at least one detector of an imaging unit (image reader 20), the apparatus 
comprising: 

means (combined processor 12 and memory 14) for creating a pixel map (Fig. 
2B) identifying locations of bad pixels (defective pixels) in an array of pixels in the image 
detected by the at least one detector, the bad pixels behaving from a group including 
pixels which do not respond electrically and pixels which are statistically different from 
surrounding pixels in the array of pixels (see Figs. 2A-2C and col. 3, line 50 - col. 4, line 
20); 

means (processor 12) for linking the pixel map to the image (Fig. 2C); 
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means (combined processor 12, display 24 and user interface 22) for providing 
for selective display of the pixel map over the image selected by a user selecting a 
display of at least a portion of the created pixel map (see Figs. 1 , 2B, 2C and col. 4, 
lines 13-30). 

Regarding claim 8, also disclosed by Cok is means (combined processor 12 and 
display 24) for providing graphical symbolic representation of the bad pixels 
superimposed on the image (see Figs. 2A-2C, 7 & 8). 

Regarding claim 9, Cok further discloses means (bus 16) for communicating the 
image to a storage unit (memory 14/hard disk 18), wherein the information identifying 
the bad pixel is communicated (see col. 3, line 55 - col. 4, line 39). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cok et al. 
(US 6,104,839) in view of Mangan et al. (US 5,438,573). 
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Regarding claim 3, the communication from the image to the storage unit (14) is 
disclosed by Cok in col. 3, lines 55-63. Cok is silent about that information identifying 
the bad pixels is communicated as an image header. However, Mangan teaches that 
defective cells are identified in the header file along with their addresses when the file is 
communicated by a processor as shown in Figs. 1-6, col. 14, lines 52-61. 

It would be fast and efficient to identify the defective pixels in an image file stored 
in a memory by reading the image header containing the infonnation of the addresses 
of defective pixels. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art to modify the 
apparatus of Cok in view of the teaching of Mangan to provide the image header with 
information identifying the defective pixels so that the defective pixels would be quickly 
identified by the processor in an efficient manner. 

7. Claims 4, 10 & 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cok et al. (US 6, 1 04,839) in view of Schmitt et al. (US 6,497,51 1 ). 

Regarding claims 4, 10 & 11, Cok discloses the image being communicated to a 
computer (Fig. 1) and wherein the information identifying the bad pixels (defective map) 
is communicated for use by image analysis algorithms (defect correction) executed by 
the computer, wherein the bad pixels are. not mistaken during the examining by the 
user,, meaning that the user can easily identify the defect pixels (26) by looking at the 
display during perfomriing image correction as shown in Figs. 2A - 2C. 
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Cok does not disclose the defective pixels being used for analysis in medical field 
(i.e., X-ray image). However, Schmitt teaches a method for detecting and correcting 
defective pixels in an image sensor array used in the X-ray field by classifying non- 
defective pixels and defective pixels so that diagnostic expressiveness of an X-ray 
image is improved and doctors or clinicians are not misled by the defective pixels when 
examining the X-ray image taken by the image sensor as disclosed in Figs. 1 & 2; col. 
6, lines 31-44, 54-55; col. 7, lines 45-49; col. 9, lines 18-26; col. 12, lines 5-31. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art to combine the 
inventions from Cok arid Schmitt to provide the diagnostic expressiveness of the X-ray 
image containing no misleading information caused by defective pixels so that the X-ray 
images would not be mistaken for a clinical pathology. 

8. Claims 5 & 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cok et al. (US 6,104,839) in view of Elis et al. (US 4,974,248). 

Regarding claims 5 & 12, Cok does not disclose a textual display with information 
identifying the bad pixels. 

Elis teaches a textual display with information identifying errors or faults, such as 
hardware errors (inherently including bad pixels since pixels are pieces of hardware), 
inappropriate reference values, etc... (see Elis, col. 7, line 24 - col. 8, line 4). 

Such a text message would be beneficial to the user/operator to quickly and 
easily recognize defective pixels in addition to graphical indication. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
enhance the visual display in Cok by including the textual display so that the user or 
operator would quickly and easily recognize defective pixels indicated by a text 
message in addition to the graphical indication. 

9. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.'S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt et al. (US 6,497,511) in view of Cok et al. (US 6,104,839). 

Regarding claim 13, Schmitt discloses an apparatus for displaying an image (col. 
1 , lines 21-25), comprising: 

an imaging unit (10, 12) for generating x-rays which pass through a body (i.e., 
teeth) of interest having a structure (Fig. 2; col. 2, lines 54-58); 

at least one detector unit (image sensor array 12) for detecting the X-rays which 
pass through the body of interest to form an image, the image including an array of 
pixels which contain information on the structure (see col. 3, lines 6-10); 

a processing unit (16, 22, 28 shown in Fig. 2) coupled to the at least one detector 
unit, the processing unit configured to identify bad pixels (defective image elements or 
pixels) within the array of pixels in the image formed by the at least one detector unit, 
the bad pixels behaving from a group (e.g., group 200 shown in Fig. 1) including pixels 
(defective pixels 7 & 19) which do not respond electrically and pixels which are 
statistically different from surrounding pixels in the array of pixels (see col. 6, lines 31- 
44); 
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a display coupled to the processing unit and providing visual display of the image 
(see col. 1, lines 21-26). 

Schmitt does not explicitly disclose that the display is for selectively displaying 
the bad pixels over the image. 

As taught by Cok, a display is provided for selectively displaying defective pixels 
(26) over an image (Figs. 2A-2C) so that the defective pixels in a digital image are 
visible to the user for accurately performing manual correction to the defective region to 
improve the image quality as described in col. 3, lines 20-24; col. 4, lines 5-20. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
reconfigure the imaging system in Schmitt by including selectively displaying the 
defective pixels over the image such that the defective pixels in digital images would be 
visible to the user for accurate enhancement as taught by Cok above. 

Regarding claim 14, Schmitt in view of Cok also discloses that a graphical 
overlay with graphical representations of the bad pixels superimposed on the image 
(see Cok, Figs. 2A-2C, 7 & 8). 

Regarding claim 15, Schmitt in view of Cok also teaches that an area of the 
image can be selected (window 27 in Cok), wherein the bad pixels are displayed within 
the selected area (see Cok, Fig. 2C; col. 4, lines 21-30). 
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Regarding claim 16, see the combination of Schmitt and Cok as analyzed in 
claims 4, 10 & 11. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nhan T. Iran whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7371. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Ometz can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for . 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 



NHAN T. TRAN 
Patent Examiner 



DAVID OMETZ 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




